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The purpose of this research was to gain information about the incidence of substance 
abuse in the Northwest construction industry and to characterize contractor company polices and 
practices being implemented to deter substance abuse among construction workers. 

The findings show that substance abuse exists on Northwest construction sites. A large 
percentage of high volume construction contractors (76.9%) in the Northwest perform some type 
of substance abuse testing. Pre-employment and post accident testing is the most common (90% of 
the firms) type of drug test required. Union affiliation appears to have no major direct influence on 
a company's ability to conduct drug testing; however, union affiliation does influence the types of 
drug tests performed. The consequences of an applicant testing positive for drug use generally 
means no further employment consideration. For existing employees, testing positive on a drug test 
will be cause for termination (58% of the firms) or result in a referral to an Employee Assistance 
Program (29% of the firms). Large construction firms feel that substance abuse is a serious 


problem within the industry and have 
in place to deal with abusers. 
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 


Few would dispute the contention that substance abuse is a problem in today's society. 

While addressing Congress in 1990, Labor Secretary Elizabeth Dole stated that 70% of all adult 
illegal drug users were also employed. Since the construction industry is a large nationwide 
employer, it is easy to conclude that some substance abuse occurs on construction worksites. 

The construction industry has responded to the substance abuse problem by implementing 
various policies to deter use. These include, but are not limited to, written company policy 
statements, safety awareness programs, employee assistance programs and drug testing programs. 
Depending on the perception of the extent of abuse, individual firms will select programs which 
best serve their needs. 

One of the most controversial forms of deterrence to substance abuse is drug testing. Those 
who favor testing argue that testing is the only effective means of preserving jobsite safety by 
identifying substance abusers and keeping them off the worksite. Opponents argue that testing is an 
invasion of personal privacy, has adverse effects on morale or that a substance abuse problem does 
not exist. During the past ten years, drug testing has become more readily accepted; however, the 
polices and practices concerning drug testing vary from company to company. 

The goal of this research is to gain information about the incidence of substance abuse in 
the Northwest construction industry and to characterize contractor company policies and practices 
being implemented to deter substance abuse among construction workers. 




CHAPTER 2 - LITERATURE REVIEW 


2.1 BACKGROUND 


No published literature could be found regarding the views of Northwest construction 
contractors towards substance abuse issues and current implemented company polices pertaining to 
substance abuse. In fact, only a few published articles specifically address substance abuse in the 
construction industry. A 1986 study entitled "Substance Abuse in Construction" by William F. 
Maloney of the University of Michigan is perhaps one of the most significant early publications on 
substance abuse in the construction industry (Maloney 1987). Additionally, other construction 
statistics found in a variety of sources will be shown. 

2.2 INCIDENCE OF SUBSTANCE ABUSE 

Specific studies have been conducted that characterize the extent and nature of substance 
abuse in the construction industry. In a 1995 book entitled, "Substance Abuse in the Workplace", 
the authors, Campbell and Langford, concluded "the construction industries appear to be less likely 
to have workers using hard drugs but alcohol is common". However, "apprentice workers and day 
hires seem to be more likely to abuse marijuana in addition to alcohol" and on larger jobs, "appear 
to more closely correspond to drug abuse in their area; that is, there seems to be more use of hard 
drugs on large sites..." (Campbell and Langford 1995). 

Research findings published in August 1991 by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) 
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showed that 12.9% of the young construction workers (19 to 27 years old) used alcohol or illegal 
drugs while at work. Only the entertainment and recreation industry, at 13.9%, had a higher 
percentage of drug use among its young employees (Construction Labor Report (CLR) 11 
September 1991). This is similar to statistics generated by the National Institute on Drug Abuse 
(NIDA) which estimates, in general, that one in every five workers ages 18-25 and one in every 
eight workers ages 26-34 uses drugs on the job (U.S. Department of Labor). 

In the Maloney study, 61.8% of the contractor respondents felt that substance abuse was a 
serious or an extremely serious problem in the construction industry; however, only 21.8% of the 
contractor respondents felt that substance abuse was a serious or an extremely serious problem 
among their own employees. 

2.3 MEASURES TO CURB SUBSTANCE ABUSE IN THE WORKPLACE 

There are various measures a company can take to deter substance abuse in the workplace. 
These range from having Employee Assistance Programs (EAP) and written company policy 
statements concerning substance abuse, to implementing supervisory and safety training programs, 
including drug testing. Results from the 1992 Construction Industry Survey on Substance Abuse, 
which surveyed members of the National Association of Plumbing-Heating-Cooling Contractors 
(NAPHCC), indicated that 66% of the respondents had in place a formal, written policy on 
substance abuse. Furthermore, the survey results indicated that larger companies are more likely to 
have formal substance abuse policies. For those respondents employing more than 91 workers, 

100% had written policies. Only 34% of the respondents with one-to-ten employees had written 



policies (DeLancey 1994). 


2.4 SUBSTANCE ABUSE TESTING 


Drug testing policies in the workplace is probably the most controversial type of deterrent to 
substance abuse a company can have, primarily because of the legal issues associated with drug 
testing. Many companies appear to be reluctant to implement testing. Firms that implement drug 
testing differ primarily in the events or actions that can trigger testing. Generally, there are five 
instances for which companies will test: 

1. Pre-employment - passing a drug test is a condition of employment. 

2. Post accidents - drug test for individuals involved in accidents. 

3. Cause - a drug test is conducted when supervisors have reasonable suspicion of employee 
impairment due to substance abuse. 

4. Random - a drug test is administered to employees on a random basis. 

5. Annual or periodic - drug test is performed as part of a medical examination or other annual 
requirement. 

Results from the 1992 Construction Industry Survey on Substance Abuse, indicated nearly 
41% of the respondents (total number unknown) conduct employee substance abuse testing. Of 
those conducting testing, almost 80% conduct pre-employment testing, 59% require post-accident 
testing and 54.5% have a policy which includes random testing. The size of the company also had 




an influence on drug testing. Survey results indicated that more than 80% of those companies 
surveyed with more than 90 employees report drug-testing practices; 20% of the one-to-ten 
employee companies conduct drug testing (DeLancey 1994). 

Results from a 1992 study, by Hill involving 152 construction contractors in Florida, 
indicated that 39.5% of the contractors performed pre-employment drug testing, 40.8% performed 
post accident drug testing, 40.8% tested for reasonable cause, 28.9% conducted random drug 
testing and 16.4% performed some form of periodic drug testing (Hill 1993). 

Based on a nationwide survey conducted in 1991, the American Management Association 
(AMA) reported that 63% of the 1,633 companies surveyed were presently engaged in employee 
drug testing, a 22% increase over the previous year. While screening job applicants (pre¬ 
employment) was the most common of drug tests conducted (over 50%), random testing was the 
fastest growing category. Random testing grew from 5.3% in 1989 to 20.3% of respondents 
testing employees in 1990 (CLR 10 April 1991). 

A separate 1991 national study by the Construction Labor Research Council (CLRC) 
showed that 70% of respondents (total number unknown) have some kind of formal drug testing 
program. CLRC found that a comparable number of respondents have testing language in their 
collective bargaining agreements, requiring testing on a project-by-project basis, or provide for 
testing in a document other than a labor agreement. The survey showed that pre-hire testing was 
the most common requirement, testing for cause was also widespread, and random testing was less 
common. The CLRC reported that fewer than one in five agreements permit random testing and 
that in most cases, this was on specific projects instead of on an area wide basis (CLR 13 March 



The type or method of substance abuse test to perform has also been examined. Companies 
can choose between an urine sample test, a blood sample test, a hair sample test or some form of 
performance test. While the performance tests do not measure substance abuse use, they indicate 
individual impairment whether caused by such factors as drug or alcohol use, or even fatigue. The 
Construction Industry Survey of Substance Abuse indicated that 88.2% of the respondents 
conduct urine testing, 23.5% use blood tests and approximately two percent use hair samples 
(DeLancey 1994). 



CHAPTER 3 - RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 


3.1 RESEARCH OBJECTIVE 


The objective of this research is to gather information about how Northwest contractors 
feel about substance abuse as a problem in the construction industry and about their policies and 
practices concerning substance abuse testing. 

3.2 RESEARCH METHOD 

Little published data on substance abuse issues in construction could be found specifically 
on the Northwest, namely the states of Washington and Oregon, so a survey questionnaire for 
large local contractors was developed to generate data. Mailing the survey questionnaire to 
contractors was considered, but since the sample size was not very large (less than 50), it was 
decided that performing the survey questionnaire via the telephone to increase the contractor 
participation rate and to gain the opportunity to record additional comments would be more 
beneficial. Construction Data and News provided an excellent source of contractors to contact in 
an article entitled "Pacific Northwest's top 50 Contractors". A copy of this list is provided in 
Appendix A. The goal was to interview at least 50% of the contractors on the list. 







3.3 DEVELOPING THE QUESTIONNAIRE 


A questionnaire was developed from three sources: a report entitled "Substance Abuse in 
Construction" by William F. Maloney, Professor Jim Hinze of University of Washington and the 
author. Questions from the Maloney report were used for two reasons: 1) they were utilized in a 
previous study on substance abuse that had similar research objectives, and 2) a comparison could 
be made with the answers provided in the earlier study. The questionnaire was developed prior to 
selecting the final data source. The four primary topics covered in the questionnaire were: 

Contractor Profile - These questions were used to develop a profile of contractors by type 
of work undertaken, annual billings and union affiliation of employees. 

Perception of Substance Abuse - These questions were designed to explore contractors' 
general opinions of substance abuse in the industry and within their own companies. 

Substance Abuse Testing - These questions were asked to determine company policies 
regarding substance abuse testing, employment consequences of drug use, and to get some 
idea of the incidence of substance abuse in each company. 

Substance Abuse Deterrence and Management - These questions were developed to 
determine what steps and policies contractors use to discourage substance abuse and how 
they deal with substance abusers on construction sites. 
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A copy of the questionnaire is included in Appendix B. 

3.4 SELECTING INTERVIEWEES 

Initially, contractors in the Seattle area were randomly selected from the "Pacific 
Northwest's Top 50 Contractors" and interviewed. After realizing there was an insufficient number 
of contractors in the Seattle area, the area of consideration was expanded east to Spokane, south to 
Portland and north to Bellingham. 

3.5 CONDUCTING INTERVIEWS 


All communications with the companies were conducted over the phone. Initial phone calls 
originated with the company safety representative. If they were not available, a return phone call 
was requested. Once the proper individual was contacted, they were asked the questions from the 
survey starting from the top of the questionnaire. Any additional comments were also recorded and 
are presented in chapter 4. Generally, the safety representatives were capable of answering the 
questions. If they were unable to answer a question, they were asked if other people within the 
company had the information available. If the information was unavailable, no response was 
recorded. Several company representatives showed enough interest in the survey to request a copy 
of the final results of the study. Although anonymity was not specifically stated to the interviewees, 
anonymity was implied due to the nature of the study. The telephone interviews were conducted 
during the months of July and August 1995 and lasted approximately 15 minutes. 



3.6 DATA ANALYSIS 


The questionnaire results and all additional comments are presented in written, graphic and 
tabular formats in chapter four. The responses are presented with relevant comparisons to previous 
study data. In depth statistical analysis was not performed because of the small sample size and 
type of data. 



CHARTER 4 - RESULTS 


4.1 BACKGROUND 


A total of 26 telephone interviews were conducted with contractors primarily in the Puget 
Sound area but extended north to Bellingham, east to Spokane and south to Portland, Oregon. The 
results of the 26 interviews are presented in this chapter. Responses to all of the questions were 
examined, and all salient comments are included in this report. The results are grouped by the 
responses to the four questionnaire sections: contractor profile, perception of substance abuse, 
substance abuse testing and substance abuse deterrence and management. 

4.2 CONTRACTOR PROFILE 


Three questions were asked to develop profiles of responding companies. These related to 
company size, type of work undertaken and union affiliation. The first two questions were also 
asked in the Maloney study; however, there is little merit in providing comparisons with the earlier 
study as the current study included only general contractors with billings exceeding 20 million 
dollars (above 10 million dollars was the upper most scale for the Maloney report). 

All the companies in this study provide general contractor services. Half of the contractors 
were open shop and half were union shop. Over half of the companies (57.7%) were in the Seattle 
or surrounding area. Additional information on the geographic regional breakdown and the annual 
business volumes of the participating contractors is provided in Table 1. 
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Table 1 - CONTRACTOR PROFILE OF PARTICIPATING FIRMS 


REGION 

Seattle / surrounding area 

Vancouver, WA / Portland, OR area 

Tacoma / Olympia area 

Spokane area 

Bellingham area 

1994 BILLINGS 

Greater than $200 million 

$100 to $200 million 

$50 to $100 million 

$20 to $50 million 

UNION AFFILIATION 

Open shop 


NUMBER OF PERCENT OF 

CONTRACTORS CONTRACTORS 


15 

4 

3 

3 

1 


57.7% 

15.4% 

11.5% 

11.5% 

3.9% 


2 

4 

11 

9 


7.7% 

15.4% 

42.3% 

34.6% 


13 


50.0% 


Union shop 


13 


50.0% 
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4.3 PERCEPTION OF SUBSTANCE ABUSE 


Two questions were asked concerning the perception of substance abuse as a problem in the 
industry and within each responding company. These questions were also asked in the Maloney 
study and a comparison is shown in Table 2. 


Table 2 - PERCEPTION OF SUBSTANCE ABUSE 


RESPONSE 

SUBSTANCE ABUSE AS 

SUBSTANCE ABUSE AS 


A CONSTRUCTION 

A COMPANY PROBLEM 


INDUSTRY PROBLEM 




Northwest 

Maloney 

Northwest 

Maloney 

Extremely serious 

2 

11 

0 

2 

Serious 

10 

136 

0 

51 

Not very serious 

12* 

85 

22** 

138 

No problem at all 

1 

6 

4 

52 

Did not answer 

1 

12 

0 

7 


*Includes four responses between serious and not very serious. 
**Includes one response between serious and not very serious. 


It is important to remember that the Maloney study was conducted in 1987 and perceptions 


can change with time. Additionally, a much higher percentage of companies in the Northwest 
study (76.9%) conduct some form of substance abuse testing compared to the Maloney study 
(18.4%). Since substance abuse testing is a deterrent to drug use, this is likely to reduce the 


































incidence of drug use within the firm. Additional comments made by respondents seem to support 
this theory. One respondent noted that substance abuse can be a serious problem for companies 
that do not test. Another respondent stated that they did not realize how bad substance abuse was 
until testing began, with 10% of the workers failing the drug test. One respondent commented that 
if subcontractors were hired or if they had a large volume of work, they would upgrade their 
company response to serious. One trend that does seem to apply to both studies is that most 
companies feel the problem is much worse in the industry than within their own company. 

4.4 SUBSTANCE ABUSE TESTING 


A series of questions were asked to determine company policies regarding substance abuse 
testing, to establish the consequences of drug use, and to get some idea of the incidence of 
substance abuse in each company. Overall, 20 of the respondents (76.9%) stated that they 
performed some form of substance abuse testing. Nine of the contractors (45%) were open shop 
and 11 of the contractors (55%) were union shop firms. A comparison with past studies is shown 
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Table 3 - COMPARISON OF COMPANIES PERFORMING DRUG TESTING 


STUDY 

PERCENT THAT DRUG TEST 

NORTHWEST (1995) 

76.9% 

CLRC (1991) 

70% 

AMA (1991)* 

63% 

NAPHCC (1992) 

41% 

MALONEY (1987) 

18.4%** 


*Not construction specific. 

**An additional 16.3% of the contractors were developing a drug testing program. 


These statistics indicate that there has been a growing acceptance of drug testing over the 
past ten years. One reason why this current study on the Northwest may have such a high 
percentage of companies testing for drugs, could be due to the exclusion of smaller companies in 
the study. 

The requirement to perform substance abuse testing may be placed on the contractor by the 
owner. For those contractors that perform drug testing, a question in the survey was directed at 
this issue. On average, 22% of the contracts required some form of drug testing. Four contractors 
had not entered contracts which required drug testing, but one contractor stated that every (100%) 
contract required drug testing. A further breakdown of the percentage of contracts required testing 
is provided in Figure 1 (frequency refers to value up to the percent shown). 
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0% 1 to 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

PERCENT OF CONTRACTS 


Figure 1 - PERCENT OF CONTRACTS REQUIRING DRUG TESTING 

# There are various types of drug tests that can be performed. The twenty contractors who 
conduct drug tests were asked about the types of practices related to drug testing. Results indicate 
that pre-employment and post accident tests are the most common with 18 of the 20 companies 

* (90%) responding that they perform these types of tests. Two companies stated that although their 
official policy statements included random testing, they had not found a need to implement this 

£ form of testing. Additionally, six contractors had similar comments regarding their policy 
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statements concerning testing for cause. The results are summarized in Figure 2. 



Type of Drug Test 


Figure 2 - TYPES OF DRUG TESTS PERFORMED 


Several additional comments regarding testing were made. Two contractors (both union 
shop) commented that they would start random testing in the near future and one other contractor 
(union shop) stated that pre-employment testing would start soon. One contractor said random 
testing could not be performed in union shops while another respondent stated that only 
electricians could be tested in union shops. 

When examining the results of previous studies, pre-employment tests are also the most 
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frequent test performed with post accident tests and testing for cause also being fairly common. 
Annual tests and random tests appear to be the least common. A full comparison with previous 
studies is provided in Table 4. 


Table 4 - COMPARISON OF DRUG TEST TYPES PERFORMED BY CONTRACTORS 


TYPE OF TEST 

PERCENT PERFORMING DRUG TEST 


NW 

NAPHCC 

HILL 

AMA 

CLRC 

Pre-employment 

90% 

79.6% 

39.5% 

>50% 

most 






common 

Random 

25%* 

54.5% 

28.9% 

20.3% 

less 






common 

Post-Accident 

90% 

59% 

40.8% 

N/A 

N/A 

For-Cause 

80% 

N/A 

40.8% 

N/A 

wide 






spread 

Annual 

25% 

N/A 

16.4% 

N/A 

N/A 


selected time. Some respondents assumed blanket testing referred to groups of employees (blanket 
meaning "all" employees were tested). Since the definition was not uniform, blanket testing 
responses were not analyzed. 


All but one of the 20 companies performing drug tests conduct the tests on all employees. 
The company that was the exception only performed testing on craft or production employees. 
One company did state that annual testing was performed on staff employees while their craft 
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employees were tested between jobs. Another company clarified their drug testing policy by stating 
pre-employment testing was for staff only. 

Drug testing methodology was also of interest. The results of the questionnaire reflected 
100% of the respondents using urinalysis. One respondent even stated that union agreements 
prohibit other forms of testing. A comparison with the NAPHCC study is shown in Table 5. 


Table 5 - DRUG TESTING METHODOLOGY COMPARISON 


METHOD 

PERCENT OF TESTS 

NORTHWEST 

NAPHCC 

URINALYSIS 

100% 

88.2% 

BLOOD 

0% 

23.5% 

HAIR 

0% 

2% 


4.4.1 PRE-EMPLOYMENT TESTING 

Two questions were asked to gain additional information on pre-employment testing 
policies. The first question inquired about the percentage of people who tested positive during pre¬ 
employment testing. On average, 4.1% of the applicants had tested positive. The response range 
was from 0 % to 15% of the employment applicants testing positive. A further breakdown of the 
percentage of applicants testing positive is provided in Figure 3. 









Figure 3 - PERCENT OF APPLICANTS TESTING POSITIVE 


A second question was asked to determine the consequences of failing a pre-employment 
drug test. Of the 18 respondents, 17 stated that the individual would not be hired. One respondent 
added that the individual could reapply in 30 days. One company stated that the individual would 
be hired and directed to a rehabilitation program. 
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4.4.2 RANDOM TESTING 


Since few companies conduct random testing (5 of 20 respondents or 25%), little data on 
the percent of employees testing positive was collected. Five companies (all open shop) had 
random testing in their company polices, but only three were currently performing random drug 
tests. Of the three companies that are conducting random drug tests, one company stated 5% of 
those being randomly selected tested positive, another stated 3% tested positive and the third 
company stated they did not know for sure, but it was low. Each company had a different way of 
deciding who or what group to include in the random drug test and what circumstances would 
justify a random test. For one company, the project and safety supervisors would decide, based on 
accident rates and having high accident rates was the justification. For another company, the 
medical review officer would decide who to test and this would include 25% of the employees in 
its random tests each year. The third company uses a computerized random system to decide and 
performs drug tests on 10% of the employees on each job site monthly on a set time schedule. 


4.4.3 TESTING FOR CAUSE 


Although having testing for cause in the company drug testing policy is quite popular (17 of 
20 respondents or 85%), many companies had not yet found a need to test for cause (6 of 20 
respondents or 30%). Of those that did test for cause, a wide range of employees testing positive 
for drug use was reported. The response range was from 0% to 100% testing positive with one 
company stating they did not know. No indication was given concerning the number of employees 



who had been tested for cause. A breakdown of the percentage of employees testing positive for 
drug use when tested for cause is provided in Figure 4. 



PERCENT POSITIVE 


Figure 4 - PERCENT OF EMPLOYEES TESTING POSITIVE FOR CAUSE 


4.4.4 CONSEQUENCES OF EMPLOYEE DRUG USE 


The consequences of employees testing positive on a drug test is quite different than an 
applicant testing positive on a pre-employment drug test. For 58% of the contractors (10 of 17), 
employees testing positive are fired and they become eligible for rehire in 30 to 45 days. For 29% 
of the firms (5 of 17), an employee is directed to an EAP or some other form of "last chance" 
arrangement. One respondent stated the employee would be directed to a rehabilitation program at 
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the union expense. One company had a policy of firing craft employees while sending staff 
employees to an EAP. Another company simply removed the employee from the project, 
automatically retested and allowed the individual back to work upon testing negative. Four 
companies were either unsure (case by case basis), only performed pre-employment testing, or 
tested for accidents and had no incidents. Table 6 has a summary of the responses. 


Table 6 - CONSEQUENCES OF EMPLOYEE DRUG USE 


RESPONSE 

NUMBER OF RESPONSES 

Fired 

10 

Directed to EAP 

5 

Directed to Rehabilitation program 

1 

Other 

1* 


♦Removed from project, auto retested and allowed back to work upon negative test. 


4.4.5 DRUG TEST MANAGEMENT 

It was also of interest to determine if companies manage their drug testing programs in 
house or if they contract out their management and administration. Because of the confusion on 
this question, an additional response of "joint effort" was added after the survey had been started. 
Those companies that out sourced testing but managed the in house review and direction of the 
program were listed as joint effort (see Table 7). 
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Table 7 - MANAGEMENT OF DRUG TESTING PROGRAM 


RESPONSE 

NUMBER OF RESPONSES 

In house 

5 

Out sourced 

8 

Joint effort 

7 


4.4.6 REASONS FOR NOT PERFORMING DRUG TESTS 


For the six companies that did not administer drug tests, several reasons were stated, namely 
why they do not test for drugs. Two companies felt that drug tests were not needed because 
substance abuse was simply not a problem. Another company did not want to pay the costs of 
maintaining a drug testing program. One company had not yet determined how to make a drug 
testing program work. They stated that unions dispatched different workers depending on job 
location and the high turnover rate made drug testing impractical, but they planned on 
implementing a drug testing program within three years. Employee rights infringement was a 
concern for another contractor. One respondent was unsure of the companies reasons. Four of the 
companies were open shop while two were union shop. 












4.5 SUBSTANCE ABUSE DETERRENCE AND MANAGEMENT 


There are a number of steps and policies contractors can implement to discourage substance 
abuse and to deal with substance abusers on construction sites. Over 75% of the companies had 
safety programs addressing substance abuse, company policy statements concerning substance 
abuse, employee assistance programs to help abusers (internal or contracted), supervisory training 
to recognize and deal with potential abusers, and substance abuse testing programs. The least 
common type of programs were law enforcement liaison and search and seizure policies. A 
comparison to the Maloney study is provided in Table 8. 
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Table 8 - COMPARISON OF CONTRACTOR PROGRAMS AND POLICIES 
CURRENTLY IN PLACE OR UNDER DEVELOPMENT 


RESPONSE 

PERCENT OF RESPONSES* 

NORTHWEST 

MALONEY 

Internal EAP 

30.8% 

27.5% 

Contracted EAP 

50.0% 

20.5% 

Company Policy 

88.5% 

79.3% 

Supervisory Training 

76.9% 

59.3% 

Labor/Management Agreements 

65.4% 

51.6% 

Health Promotion 

53.8% 

41.0% 

Prevention/Education 

57.7% 

47.1% 

Search & Seizures 

7.7% 

17.9% 

Testing 

76.9% 

34.7% 

Safety Programs 

92.3% 

80.6% 

Law Liaison 

3.8% 

20.6% 

Employee Rehabilitation 

57.7% 

32.6% 


*Sums do not total 100% as all variables are independent. 


4.6 COMPARISON OF LARGE AND SMALL FIRMS 

Although all the firms in this study are fairly large (annual billings exceed 20 million 
dollars), a comparison of those firms with billings exceeding 100 million dollars (six large firms) 
was made with those firms with billings below 50 million dollars (nine small firms). Overall, 66.7% 
of the large firms were union shops compared to 33.3% of the small firms. A total of 66.7% of the 
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large firms responded that the substance abuse problem in the construction industry was either 
extremely serious or serious compared to only 33.3% of the small firms. Respondents from large 
and small firms felt that the substance abuse problem within their firms was not very serious. All of 
the large firms (100%) performed drug testing while only 66.7% of the smaller firms tested for 
drugs. Of the three small firms that did not perform drug testing, two were open shop and one was 
a union shop. A further comparison, including type of drug tests performed, is shown in Table 9. 
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Table 9 - COMPARISON OF LARGE AND SMALL FIRMS 


LARGE FIRMS 


UNION AFFILIATION 


Open 2 (33.3%) 

Union 4 (66.7%) 

PERCEPTION ABOUT SUBSTANCE 
ABUSE AS A PROBLEM IN THE INDUSTRY 


Extremely serious 
Serious 

Not very serious 
No problem 

PERFORM DRUG TESTS 

Yes 

No 

TYPE OF TESTS PERFORMED 

Pre-employment 

Random 

Post-accidents 

For cause 

Annual 


2 (33.3%) 
2 (33.3%) 

2 (33.3%) 
0 

6 ( 100 %) 

0 

6 ( 100 %) 

1 (26.7%)* 
6 ( 100 %) 

5 (83.3%) 

3 (50.0%) 


SMALL FIRMS 

6 (66.7%) 

3 (33.3%) 

0 

3 (33.3%) 

5 (55.6%) 

1 ( 11 . 1 %) 

6 (66.7%) 

3 (33.3%) 

5 (83.3%)* 

2 (33.3%)** 
5 (83.3%) 

5 (83.3%) 

1 (16.7%) 


*One additional firm plans to start this type of testing in the near future. 
**One firm has this in their company policy, but has not implemented testing. 
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In addition to performing drug testing, all of the large firms addressed substance abuse in 
their company policies, supervisor training and safety programs. Most (88.9%) of the small firms 
addressed substance abuse in their company policies, 66.7% in their supervisor training, and 100% 

• in their safety programs. A comparison of the substance abuse deterrence and management 
programs is provided in Table 10. 

* Table 10 - COMPARISON OF LARGE AND SMALL CONTRACTORS' PROGRAMS 


AND POLICIES CURRENTLY IN PLACE OR UNDER DEVELOPMENT 


RESPONSE 

NUMBER OF RESPONSES* 


LARGE 

SMALL 

Internal EAP 

2 (33.3%) 

2 (22.2%) 

Contracted EAP 

5 (83.3%) 

3 (33.3%) 

Company Policy 

6 (100%) 

8 (88.9%) 

Supervisory Training 

6 (100%) 

6 (66.7%) 

Labor/Management Agreements 

4 (66.7%) 

5 (55.6%) 

Health Promotion 

4 (66.7%) 

4 (44.4%) 

Prevention/Education 

5 (83.3%) 

5 (55.6%) 

Search & Seizures 

1 (16.7%) 

0 (0%) 

Testing 

6 (100%) 

6 (66.7%) 

Safety Programs 

6 (100%) 

9 (100%) 

Law Liaison 

0 (0%) 

0 (0%) 


Employee Rehabilitation _ 5 (83.3%) 4 (44.4%) 

*Sums do not total 100% as all variables are independent. 
































CHAPTER 5 - CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


5.1 CONCLUSIONS 


The findings presented in this research provide an overall view of Northwest construction 
contractor policies and practices being implemented to deter substance abuse among construction 
workers. When comparing the results of this study to previous studies, the reader must keep in 
mind that this study used only general contractors with large annual work volumes (the top 50 
contractors in the Northwest). Consistent with other regions within the United States, a large 
percentage of high volume construction contractors (76.9%) in the Northwest perform some type 
of substance abuse testing. Pre-employment and post accident tests are the most common types of 
drug tests required (90%), while random and annual testing are the least common type (25%). The 
fact that so many companies perform substance abuse testing is likely the primary reason there is a 
lower perception of substance abuse in the Northwest study when compared to the Maloney study. 
It is reasonable to conclude from table 3, that since 1987, substance abuse testing has become a 
more accepted deterrent to drug use. Union affiliation appears to have no major direct influence 
on a company's ability to conduct drug testing, although it may influence the type of testing 
performed (e.g., no random testing or random testing for electricians only). The consequences of 
an applicant testing positive for drug use means no further consideration for employment. For an 
existing employee, testing positive on a drug test will get them fired (58% of the firms) or referred 
to an EAP (29% of the firms). Large companies, when compared to small companies, feel 
substance abuse is a more serious problem in the construction industry. This is probably the reason 



why more large companies perform drug tests (100% of large firms vs. 66.7% of small firms) and 
why large companies have more substance abuse deterrence and management policies. As in the 
rest of the country, there are substance abusers on Northwest construction sites, but possibly fewer 
than in other sections of the U.S. Although drug testing has a positive effect in curtailing substance 
abuse in the workforce, substance abuse continues to be a major concern. No authoritative 
conclusions can be made concerning the percentage of workers testing positive on drug tests. 


5.2 RECOMMENDATIONS 


For many contractors, completing a construction project safely, timely and within budget is 
their definition of a successful project. Since substance abuse can have an effect on all three issues, 
having a thorough and complete company substance abuse policy is beneficial. It is recommended 
that contractors recognize that substance abuse is prevalent on most construction sites and they 
should have policies to deter this abuse. The use of EAP's to educate workers regarding substance 
abuse is encouraged. 

A shortcoming of this research is that specifics of certain issues, such as the type of drugs 
that are tested for or the prevalent drug that is abused, are not known. For the academic 
community, the development of program elements on random testing that are most effective is 
encouraged. Further data collection and analysis are required to determine how the construction 
industry can best implement such policies. Additionally, further research into law liasion and 
search and seizure policies is needed to determine their effectiveness in detering substance abuse 


on the worksite. 
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Appendix A - CONTRACTOR LIST 

Pacific Northwest’s Top 50 Contractors 

* a " ked b J_ Esti '"“‘ed ‘94 bill ings for Washington, Oregon & Alaska. 

flT Company Name/Address 


1994 

Billinos 


|1 Hoffman Construction Co. 
P.0. Box 1300 
Portland, OR 97207 
(503) 221-8811 

|2 Baugh Enterprises 
900 Poplar Place South 
Seattle, WA 98114 
(206) 726-8000 

|3 M.A. Mortenson Co. 

10900 NE 8th Street/Suite 810 
Bellevue, WA 98004 
(206) 451-1305 

(4 SDL Corporation 
3150 Richards Road SE 
Bellevue, WA 98005 
(206) 649-9000 

|5 Donald M. Drake Co. 

1740 NW Flander 
Portland, OR 97209 
(503) 226-3991 

Sellen Construction Co. 

228 Ninth Avenue North 
Seattle, WA 98109 
(206) 682-7770 

17 Robert E. Bayley Construction 
205 Columbia Street 
Seattle, WA 98104 
(206) 621-8884 

|8 H.C. Price Co. 

301 West Northern Lights #300 
Anchorage, AK 99503 
(907) 278-4400 

19 Wilder Construction Co. 

2006 North State Street 
Bellingham, WA 98177 
(206) 733-2060 

JlO Lease Crutcher Lewis 

107 Spring Street, Suite 500 
Seattle, WA 98104 
(206) 622-0500 


$363 million I 500 


($294.2 million! 860 


$170 million 400 


About the ping- 

agement services lor commercial, ma "‘ 

is one^Uhe^ersTalairri 1 " 2?^ S °? d ' U A nas emerged 

1 Preconstruction, construction manaapmpn? , inH 0 /^ G<^ ■ ,n A ,in M eapo,is, Morlens . on otter* 

Redmond and the Everett Mutual Tnwar S erfi S * n Washington Mutual in 

construction and offers 

tion and construction^ in Portland; offers general construe- 

Remode, in PortiandVn^^ 

No e dhH a D ^^ S ?fi , ,l! ln ".L 94< '. S * ll « Cdnauuerion has . long resume ot 


$115 million 160 


$115 million 400 


$108.9 million 228 


$106 million 800 


[S105 million 550 


$100 million 300 


Northwest projects. 1 The firm conduction Jtas a long resume of 

aTdrlfaft 

preconsIrucMonlVowUuclion manageme'nl anda S8rvi f® ° 8n8ral con <'ac!or offering 

mercial. industrial and inst«uUona? C h!l c.? Kr , i! 1 f. n,,ac,in 3 services lor corn- 
business is headquartered in Seattle !r?th'/? ab lSh i* d « ,n ,963 ' ,he family-owned 
Bayley recently completed constfuc on n h th. o 9 l° n ?c° IC , 8 in 0,an 9 8 ' California, 
on Pier 69, the Seattle Suoerennint T?»°»- ,h8 c^°M- 0 ^ ea,, e Headquarters Building 
Bellevue Square. 9 aming Facility and the Nordstrom Addition at 

facilities and m i n e s it es " H cT P r !c« hP 13 ?' 8, P'P 8l ' nes , petroleum processing 
, lion companies °l Ala$lta ' s lar98St eons,ruc - 

out the U.S. The Anchoraoe oh *"> 8 »'«nhas regional offices through- 
i PrudhoeBay Alyeska Pumn S^itinn n«^ ,h8 .^'?! Mcl "'y' 8 Pipeline System in 
Marine Terminal P S '° n ° 8Sal,8r and ,he A| V 8ska Vapor Recovery Valdez 

Sara »-«».«....»« 

cializing in heavy civil constrS f S !. flC8 ,911 ’ Wild8r has b88n *P 8 ' 

environmental remediation"The*lUm h ' 9hwa ^ aif P° fl ' "^ge. dock and 

Alaska. Recently Wilder comn^ort »L CU S .° n cons,ruct,on ,n Washington and 
»■»»«»*«■ m ■“^ 

-... ’eXt''«£ C?"MSST’ “ s “'“ 
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Pacific Northwest’s Top 50 Contractors 

Ranked by Estimated ‘94 billings for Washington, Oregon & Alaska --- 


n 


1994 

Billinas 

A 

iHIIHB 

ii 

Ellls-Don Construction Co. 
3245 146th Place SE. Suite 350 
Bellevue. WA 98007 
(206) 562-7006 

$95.1 million 

200 

Ellls-Don Construction, based in London, Ontario, opened its first U.S. office in 
Bellevue in 1989. Since that time, Ellis-Don has emerged as one of the Pacific Northwest’s 
largest construction companies. The firm specializes in general construction and con¬ 
struction management services. In the past few years, Ellis-Don has completed con¬ 
struction of the Boeing Customer Services Training Center Support Facility, and the 
University of Washington Biomedical Research Facility and Chemistry Building. 

12 

Turner Construction Co. 

601 Union Street. Suite 450 
Seattle, WA 98101 
(206) 224-4343 

$94 million 

450 

With offices throughout the U.S.. Turner Construction is one of the nation's largest 
construction companies. The firm offers preconslructfon, construction and construction 
administrative services for public, private and institutional clients,. Including office/ 
retail, residential highrise. industrial, tenant improvements, educational facilities, high- 
tech and sports facilities. Turner has completed construction of the McNeil Isfand Inmate 
Housing Complex and Boeing's Spares Distribution Building in SeaTac. ‘ , 

13 

Fletcher Wright, Inc. 

P.O. Box 3764 

Seattle. WA 98124 
(206) 447-7654 

$77.5 million 

300 

Established in 1885, Fletcher Wright has constructed some ol the area's most visible 
landmarks. The firm provides general construction services for all types of commercial 
construction. Headquartered in Seattle. Fletcher Wright recently completed Microsoft 
Building Number 25 at Ihe software giant's Redmond campus, the Oregon Arena Parking 
Garage in Portland and the Kirkland Library and Parking Garage. 

14 

PCL Construction Services 

275 118th Avenue SE, Suite 105 
Bellevue, WA 98005 
(206)454-8020 

$75.3 million 

250 

PCL Construction Services arrived in Seattle in 1992. Since that time they have 
constructed the McNeil Island Corrections Facility in Steilacoom, the Boeing Flight Test 
Center in Seattle and the Highway Licenses Building in Olympia. In addition, the firm Is 
currently re-building the $74 million Seattle Center Coliseum project. The all-service 
firm provides general contracting in both public and private sectors, construction 
management and preconstruction services. 

........ :■■■. .- •• .j.V i ' '.V, 

15 

GLY Construction 

100-116th Avenue SE 

Bellevue, WA 98008 
(206) 451-8877 

$72 million 

175 

Since its establishment in 1967, GLY Construction has been providing general con¬ 
struction, construction management and preconstruction services which includes plan¬ 
ning and constructability reviews, estimating, scheduling, value engineering and CAD 
modeling. The firm recently built the University of Washington Medical Center - Roosevelt. 
Quinton Instruments Corporate Headquarters in Bothell and Frontier Bank Building in 
Everett. * 

16 

S.D. Deacon Corporation 

6443 SE Beaverton-Hillsdale 
Portland, OR 97225 
(503) 297-8791 

$69.9 million 

175 

S.D. Deacon Corporation specializes in the construclion of retail, high-tech, reflove- 
tion, education and light industrial buildings throughout the Pacific Northwest. Head- 
Quartered in Portland, the firm recently completed construction of the Washtngfol 
Square remodel fn Tigard, SEH America - EPI expansion in Vancouver and the incrid- 
ible Universe (n Auburn. S.D. Deacon has been providing construction, construction 
management and preconstruction services in the area since 1981. 

17 

Absher Construction Co. 

8121 Shaw Road SE 

Puyallup, WA 98372 
(206) 845-9544 

$68 million 

150 

Absher Construction offers commercial preconstruction, construction and manage¬ 
ment services lor private and public clients. Headquartered in Puyallup, Absher has 
been providing construction services since 1940, In recent years, the firm has com¬ 
pleted construction of the new Issaquah High School in eastern King County, P.L.U. 
Music Center in Parkland and the Clallam County Juvenile Detention Center in Poll 
Angeles. 

18 

Lydlg Construction, Inc 

North 603 Havana Street 
Spokane, WA 99202 
(509) 534-0451 

$66 million 

187 

With offices fn Seattle and Spokane, Lydlg Construction has become one of 
Washington's largest contractors. The firm offers construction and management aer* 
vices lo a wide variety of clients. Recently, Lydlg has completed construction of Harpers 
Manufacturing Facility in Post Falls, Idaho, Wenatchee's new Wal-Mart store and the 
Mukogawa Library and Cultural Center in Spokane. Lydlg Construction was established 

In Spokane In 1966. 

19 

i 

■1 

Andersen Construction Co. 

6712 North Cutter Circle 

Portland, OR 97217 
(503) 283-6712 

$65 million 

250 

Portland-based, Andersen Construction oilers general construction and construction 
management services lor general building projects. Since 1950, Andersen has been 
constructing commercial, institutional and industrial projects around the state of Or¬ 
egon. Recently, the firm completed construction ol the St. Vincent West Pavilion and 
Parking Structure in Portland, the Sunset Medical Center Building in Portland and 
Hewlett Packard Buildings 6 and 8 and Energy Center in Corvallis. 

20 

• 

Ferguson Construction 

7433 Fifth Avenue South 

Seattle, WA 98108 
(206) 767-3810 

$56.6 million 

135 

Ferguson Construction is a Seattle-based general contractor emphasizing : i; ^ 
commercial, Industrial, retail, office and manufacturing buildings. In addition,7j:> 
Ferguson specializes in site development, renovation and tenant Improvement Wljfcr 
The company constructed the new Costco Warehouse In Issaquah. the Northwest?,?" 
Seattle f0dUCt$ lndustrial bui,<Jln ® in Fi,e 8nd thi GM Nameplate Building Addition fir - 

-:---- 
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Pacific Northwest’s Top 50 Contractors 

Rankedby Estimated ‘94billing! f or Washington, Oregon & Alaska 
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22 


23 


24 


Company Name/Artrimss 


1994 

Billinos 


About the Firm- 


$54 million 

I 

$53.5 million 

$53.1 million 

| $51.5 million 

* 

: Vv:V 

I $50 million 


l 2 l| W.G. Clark Construction Co. 

408 Aurora Avenue North 
Seattle, WA 98109 
(206) 624-5244 

Walsh Construction Co. 

3015 SW First Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201 ; 

(503)222-4375 

Berschauer/Phllllps Co. 

2823 - 29th Avenue SW, Suite / 

Tumwater, WA 98512 
(206) 754-5788 

Garco Construction 
East 4114 Broadway 
Spokane, WA 99202 
(509) 535-4688 

125 Robinson Construction Co. 

21360 NW Cornell Road 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 
(503) 645-8531 

If Co - I $42.5 million 

1 “ ;||0628 NE : 38th Place, Suite 110 
Kirkland, WA 98033? K 
(206|j827-422t-':: 

I 27 R 4 H Construction Co. | $42.4 million 
1530 SW Taylor Street 
Portland, OR 97205 
(503) 228-7177 

l 2# lb'r[*« ,w6 ® ns,r,,ct,on I $40 million 

P.O.floxi3419 , ^ 1 

Spokane, WA 99213 
(509) 927-3000 

|29| Gaston A Associates j $ 39.7 m jin on 

1 8511 Hartzell Road 
I Anchorage, AK 99507 
(907) 344-1717 

I 30 I $38 million 

: ■ 4010 Lake Washington Blvd, 

; ;i3ot 

Kirkland; WA 98033 
(206)828-0800 : 


219 


1220 


130 


270 


130 


Wt: 


160 


100 


150 


120 


wiA^hl 8 k^‘ G ' C i** rlt Con * ,fue,lon <s a general contractor working in the orivate 

Mgpaas 

POrepon."" S nCa ’ Walsh has been conslrodlog projects in Washington and 

sSlssss 

SBa=~SSS 

SS§§=SS —23 

and $rnaH^io^a* C Tiw«i 8 inh« 0r1bwa ^ t,uil ‘ ,i " 9 eon !raclor stalled to handle both large 
imilti-million dollar office buitZgsTum^mi^ ,h ® cons,fuc,ion ol 

golf course clubhouses Recently 9 R * H rnZioi»H^ c l' s . hop P' n9 . C0n,e,s and 
Portland Creekside Aoarimoni rL.i ” C0 JJ e [^ Suburban Medical Clinic in 

tSsaassi^^ >.»«««. 

C.M« k ... TM«« M JX?* 

s G .?u\ , Uon i s n e d rv*ce’ S 0 |ornHh, i i S , ™ Anct ‘ a ’W;'>™* general contractor ottering con- 
construction^^eMods GastnS it n „?T2“i? Wi,h 150 employees during peak 

company recently eomJo aH i S ° n . 8 ° A aska s lar 9 0St construction companies. The 
in aSdZn Gaslon^3^ ? ,ha A,aslta Comm ercial Store in Nome, 
a Kodiak Fishmeal Plant * h C eaf A,r Force Ba$a Oo'mitory Renovation and 

K wtVrfe'iuumnt 9 :r,' e m °? S,rUC ' l0n company specializing in the const, uc- 

oSers preeonstruefion 8 nnrrTnn.i 3 ” 1 ^ and new C0fnm8rcial Gildings. The firm also 
Sou ». preCOn . ct i on flnd cons<r uction management services Established in iq 7 a 

and Mo®n?e Cristo Hotet ,8een,ly>,h# tm ,eftova,ad lha Coliseum Theatre 
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Pacific Northwest’s Top 50 Contractors 

Ranked by Estimated *94 billings for Washington, Oregon & Alaska - 



91 

Comoanv Name/Address 

ISM 

/ 

// 


i 


Billings 

/? 

/ About the Firm; 


31 

The Austin Company 

800 SW 16th Street 

Renton, WA 98055 
(206)226-8800 

$34 million 

420 

Th« Auttin Company provides consulting, project management, design, engineering, 
systems and construction services. The firm specializes in the design and construction 
of a wide-variety of project types including: research and testing facilities, manufactur¬ 
ing, process facilities, food processing, pharmaceutical, newspaper, air transportation, 
broadcasting, distribution, operations, office buildings, financial, international, high- 
tech and governmental facilities. 


32 

Contractors, Inc. 

P.O. Box 637 

Tualatin, OR 97062 
(503) 692-0100 ' • 

$32 million 

100 

Located InTuaiatin, Contractor* Incorporated, specializes In genoral and 
construction with an emphasis In building wastewater treatment plants, schools, nos^: 
pltals jails and other Institutional construction. Established Iff 1 $56, - Contractor*! 
Incorporated recently constructed wastewater treatment plants In Durham and Gresham** 
Oregon: Most recently.: the company constructed the Rock Creek treatment plant on 
H illsboro. j 5 , ; , ^ ‘.i ■ i ■: •: ?;«>* 


• 

J.R. Abbott Construction Co. 
P.O. Box 84048 

Seattle, WA 98124 

tn Aet ftccft 

$32 million 

151 

Seattle-based, J. R. Abbott Construction Company, provides general construction 
and construction management services. The firm specializes in retail and commercial 
construction. A list of recently completed projects include: South Hill Mall Expansion In 
Puyallup; Classic Helicopter headquarters building in Seattle; and the Otympicview Ice 
Arena in Lynnwood. J. R. Abbott Construction was established In 1983. 

: H. ,• a hu , :,,,r * ... ... ns:: ; ■ ’> 1 > - ■:: 1 
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34 

Klewlt Construction Co. 

1577 "C* Street, Suite 101 

$31.2 million 1 

.;Ji5d; 

KUwlt Construction Company is one of the nation's oldest and lafgest'flanawJjr 
conlracidm. Hoatfquarwracl lit Omaha. Nebraska tho eompa«y , *,d14Wcl,P^;lt:iiJ% 
cated In Seattle. Klewlt specializes In general construction and construction mantML-J 



Anchorage, AK 99501 


I /;! ; 

^completed cohstnicUois pro|ecli 

in Glrdwood, Alaska; Organizational Maintenance Stop and National Guard Afiw>iy$lg 
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(907) 200*990v . :• 

James E. John 

Construction Co. 

1705 SE Columbia River Drive 
Vancouver, WA 98661 
(206) 696-0837 

$30.8 million 

150 

f$rt : fllci^^ Alaska Center for the PeitofmlnqjArt^ 

Jamet E. John Construction is a general contractor specializing in development and 
construction of retail shopping centers, office buildings and restaurants. Current 
projects are located throughout the Western United States. The company's emphasis 
is being a full-service provider of development, value engineering and cost effactive 
construction. James E. John constructed the Columbia Shores Development in 
Vancouver, Farmington Shopping Center in Beaverton and a Cub Grocery Store In 

ft ©flO ^ ,.. i. ^.... | • i.*v !.••* *.*■ ■ 1 -^ij * i|--Titi -y^1;* - 
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Emerlck Construction 

$30 million 

65 

EmorlekConstructlon b s foil-service contractor emphaslzinjgi jj«n8f«l,«i^rui^&| 


? 

8850 Sc Oily ROfilO , 

Portland, OR 97266 
(503) 777-553t 



hlflh*tecn Complexes, Office DWiamgs, seismic upgraovs* wswiv 

education facffitles. hospftals and laboratory space and ^ rjweatldharfacmtle|:£^n^ 

recently completed construction of the Crater Lake lodge rehafclRtatfon, Ajet Pit* 

- Ore^Shakespwre Festival and the Memorial Cottseoni Sektnlc Upgrade. 


37 

Wick Constructors 

720 North 35th Street 

Seattle, WA 98103 
(206) 634-1550 

$29.8 million 

! 

75 

Seattle-based, Wick Constructor*, is a general contractor specializing in institutional, 
military and public facility construction. Sines 1951, Wick has built several area 
schools, dormitories and federal buildings. Most recently, the company has con¬ 
structed the Northshore Middle School in north Seattle, the Federal Aviation Adminis¬ 
tration Offices and the University ol Alaska Student Recreation Canter in Anchorage. 


38 

Rushforth Construction Co. 
1308 Alexander Avenue East 
Tacoma, WA'98424 
(206) 922-1884 \ 

$28.2 million 

108 

Rushforth Construction Company otters general construction services with bn einfe; 
phasls in the construction of healthcare facilities, retail buildings, olllco comptow,^ 
Industrial buildings and tenant improvement work. The firm was estabHshed mtm; 
and Is headquartered In Tacoma, A list of recently completed projects Include; Undetf^ 
Grove Care Cehterin Puyallup; Circuit City Distribution Facility In Chehalist and Puget§ 
Power*i Ottlce/Englneering Building In Olympia. -i, ^ s . • . jh 

• 

39 

Westwood Construction Co. 
3030 SW Moody Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201 
(503) 222-2000 

$26 million 

90 

Westwood Construction Company is a general construction lirm specializing lit 
commercial and institutional construction. The firm builds retail centers, offices, ware¬ 
houses, flex space, industrial buildings, multi-tamily dwellings, hospitality buildings 
and medical offices throughout Oregon. In recent years the company completed the 
Homellfe Complex in Tigard. Westside Elementary School in Hood River and SHtec EPI 
Bridge in Salem. 


40 

, -f..' 

• • • ! r i-(j .t| IHJIS-JC :r> -• 1 "T 'IS • X • 

Koll Construction 

11130 NE*33rd Place i: 
Bellevue, WA 98004 
(206)889-8200 ? 

$25.5 million 

•j!.;*; 

With office* In Seattle and Portland, Koll Constructfon provides general cphtractlhg 
conMiuctidh management, destgn/build and tenant Imprwement^ 
of clients throughout the Pacific Northwest. Koll Is headquartered 

California. Becently the company completed construction of the Emeialcf! Her™ 
'^ehlof Housing Community,. Canyon Park Tract 29 Business Center ind The ; L?k«lwg 
; Senldf, tl C6mmuhlfif^:-; .../• • ’""f : * H V: 
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1524 

Billinas 


1 41 CSI Construction Co. 

7515 NE Ambassador Place 
Suite E 

Portland, OR 97220 
(503) 288-0304 

l| Ken Brady Construction Co. 

4001 Turnagaln Blvd. 

. ; Anchorage, AK 99517 ^: 

| (507) 243-4604 

3 Wade Perrow Construction 
P.O. Box 1728 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 
(206) 851-9309 

?! -. ., 

! {Titan Construction Co. 
i |1061 NE Second, Suite 200 
rBjHdyue.WA 98004 

.S.'-: 8 ' 20 

Brockamp & Jaeger 
15796 South Boardwalk 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
(503) 655-9151 

Pj4 C Construction Co. 
P.O.Box 410 

mmmm* \ i. mm ,i 

47 Dorman Construction 

P.O. Box 1468 
Springfield, OR 97477 
(503) 744-0012 

?$ IP! o 'i{0llstfuctlon Co. 
fjl: RiO. Box12218 • 

4 , Salem, OR 97309 
l (503) 581-1920 


About the Fir^; 


$25.2million 30 csi " ~~ 

aiid'd'asign/build services^wide^ managam.nl 

has specialized in retail constSn a^ecenirnln ^ ?, C J llc Nor,h "« s '- The firm 
Safeway Grocery Store in Bremerton . Wai Mart St^i L ni'w con *' f “ c ‘ i «n °> • "•* 

fri a,M c " ~ 2USWWMttMsas 


$25 million Iffl 


$24.1 million 


IndustrialconslructloS^eompaSwSs^ tomfflfPm? bv k " 1 n c S™ WfC,allM 
PtesWent Michael 6 ra* haMlw^e^aSilJf¥^ y 5 #! l 8rai * ** wtrent 
firm has cdnafrucfed the Westridge tlatumf c,^ e r’r ln .i tcant V®"* ,h ® 

isa si iftit t^aasssss 

• • • S'* > ,• . se 1 •. . -.1 ’ t „ V ► i,,” ■", ..s'.. 


$24 million 


$23.5 million 
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$22 million 


|$2t.5miSn 


a number of elients*toWestern'Wasl^Xn^!^ services to 

has built« strong reputation since forSZiXZlZnSS i" Gl 0 Harbor. Wade Perrow 
recently completed construction ol * ran*tJcA ie( *}} l9ir r ? 00TS * n ™»e company 

Sings? t^& C Md' 5 &lfi‘ , S!ed ol mu,,, * r ® m "7 

: ratal and oftlee bulldlngs;.nd InddstriaTfi^Ute. tn «^ , , m ® rel4 ' mulli-famlly: 

m nnaiffiMffi 

ssr«fci Mahoia; wnstrwcts projects in southern 

JQ ' * *" -'^^toCtef-5!.,fills 

stfuctt^manage^ent*se^ce$ ,l Based^OregonCliS «>»struction and con- 

... c ”» “i «•»» m. 7 “ttvi2i f 4S''a^r 

m- ItcBaaag«»»^. 

-! ■, vices to clients .ttroughout Oranon 1 Ti« 9®"®**’ construction tar- 

l|l«P »^4o r ef<^„,s.|S ot multt- 


49 Poe Construction 

1519 West Valley Highway, f 103 
Auburn, WA 98001 
(206) 833-2400 


$21 million 


PR 97211 
^284-9151 


$20 million 30 :, 

ipi 


% wsm recent «wng peek 

«itt »" .nvh„l, In m 

since that tints has landed several uisibto ^’°*W *** »«med in 1990 , and 
completed construction ol tbs King Estate Winarv* i«*f ,#rn ® r ^P on - 0 °rman recently 

k E W n, M u, rSiSZS »•■'»«» 

I 10 il n ?. 1 ^ I lij?, ^ • u y eUor ' 01 ichool*. onk«. 

i S9l« mj»s, public buildings, warehouses Sod P ,an '». Pommerclat build- 

. construction of the Apartment ol Motor Vehi^F^L 0 ?^!*^ '^ Bn,ly 

;S School In Gresham and a Commercial Bant Csotonnfal Middle 

established in jgej. ^^“f^ ^'nJihSelem. Marion Construction wes 

7Q > ••«••• • f- ’k.g.::,!';,isA'u-i{i - ' . 

button, retai^'ol'iice buildings finaneiannstVii* cons,r “ c,ion 0( manutaduring. distil- 
tacilitle,.ndtenantlmpSeM^ m X E. 1 te^WL 0 1 !l e «- 

.as, .fry"!"—-*. ym*.mrnSUfiSm "*•""***• 

I|i|S: warehousU* 3 siribullon f projects 6 ’ retil^bundlna 68 c ^fW or spsclalizlng in building 
mm *»Phs*l*ss eonereleuifSS^TheZ 

- m I was established ln 194 S. ' minta Home Furnishings. Grady Hsrpar and Carlton 


TheCoMk^n, r --X. ^ ^ f ^ 1 was oslabBehed|p name ru^antnga. Grady Harper and C. 
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Appendix B - QUESTIONNAIRE 


SUBSTANCE ABUSE QUESTIONS 
Questions to be asked to Contractors. 


1. What type of contractor are you? 

-General 

-Mechanical 
-Electrical 
-Insulation 
-Sheet Metal 
-Other (describe) 

2. What is your approximent annual volume of business? 

<$500,000 

$500,000-$ 1,000,000 
$1,000,000-$2,500,000 
$2,500,000-$5,000,000 
$5,000,000-$ 10,000,000 
>$10,000,000 

3. Are you an open or union shop? 

Questions for groups: 

1. How serious a problem is substance abuse in the construction industry? 

Extremely serious 

Serious 

Not very serious 
No problem at all 

2. How serious a problem is substance abuse in your company? 

Extremely serious 

Serious 

Not very serious 
No problem at all 

3. Do you perform drug testing on employees? (If no, go to question 15) 

4. What percentage of your contracts are you contractually required to conduct drug testing? 



5. If you use drug testing, please indicate when you test and which groups of employees are tested. 
Pre-employment 

Random 

Blanket (everyone gets tested) 

Accidents 

Cause 

Annual 

None 

Groups of employees 
All 

Craft or Production 
Professional and Management 
Clerical 

6. What type of test do you use? 
urinalysis 

blood 

hair 

other 

7. If you do pre-employment testing, what percentage of people test positive? 

8. If applicants test positive, what happens to them? 

Not hired 

Hired 

Hired and directed to Employee Assistance Program 
Hired and directed to Rehabilitation Program 
Other 

9. If you do random testing, what percentage of people test positive? 

10. How do you decide who to random test? 

11. What would justify a random test? 

12. If you test for cause, what percentage of people tested are positive? 

13. What happens to employees that test positive? 

Fired 

Directed to Employee Assistance Program 
Directed to Rehabilitation Program 
Other 
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14. How is your drug testing managed? 

In house 

Out sourced 

(skip question 15 if drug testing is performed) 

15. Why don't you perform drug testing? 

Do not feel it is required because drug use isn't a problem 
Do not want to pay the costs of a drug testing program 
Do not want to deal with the legal issues of drug testing 
Other reasons (describe) 

16. Please indicate if you now have or are considering any of the following ways of dealing with 
substance abuse in the work place. 

Internal EAP 
Contracted EAP 
Company Policy 
Supervisory Training 
Labor/Management Agreements 
Health Promotion 
Prevention/Education 
Search & Seizures 
Testing 

Safety Programs 
Law Liaison 

Employee Rehabilitation 




